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. Toward a Linking of Motivational Theories

.

¢

Motivatien s widely believed-to be a critical component of the *
learning process in elementary classrooms. To date, however, educational
researcﬁ has been unable to substantiate this belief convincingly and our
understanding of motivation thus remains fragmented and ineomp]ete. This
failure can be explained (at least in part) by the following three .
facte?s.

First, Tike all psychological phenomena, clessroom motivation is a
compiex, multifaceted construct. Yet, most research on motivation has .

been conducted within one of a nymber of ineependeneastrands, each
focused en a'single motivational variable. These’strands inc]ude’
research on achievement motivation (e.g., Atkinson &tRaynor, 1978;
McClelland, Atkinson, Clark, & Lowe]i, 4953; Fyans, 1980); on locus of
control (e.g.,.Lefcourt, 1976; Rotter, 1966); on causal ettributionS‘
{e.g., Weiner, 1974, 1979, 1980); on academic,self-coocept (e.é.:
Shavelson, Hubner, & Stanton, 1976); and on self-efficacy (e.g.ivgendura,
1977; Schdnk, 1981). - The largely indepeedent,nqture of thése various
researeh efforts lTeaves inferre]afionships or ober]ap among these
variables undetermined, both on a'conceptdal level and i; terms of theEE
effects on 1earnihg What is needed are assessments of these

1nterre1at1onsh1ps towards - a poss1b1e 1ntegrat1on of discrete var1ab1es

- into more global constructs. As suggested by Ugurog]u and Walberg

(1979), “"multiple or mu]tifactor1a1, and hence more valid, measures of
mot1vat1on, rather than more 1nterna11y cons1stent or homogeneous single
measures, are likely to improve predictions"” [pf the re]at10nsh1p between

motivation and 1earn1né} (p. 237) ; .
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The second factor ]imiting the success of previous research on
classroom motivation concerns the research sett1ng. Substantial amounts
of mot1vat1ona1 research (espec1a11y in the area of causal attributions)

- . L

have been conducted with college students in ]aboratory or simulated
. settings. The relevance of these flnd1ngs to the motivation of
elementary school chl]dren in their own classrooms is an empirical
question. (The need for studies on this question has been recent]y ’
_articulated by Frieze, 1980; MarJor1banks, 1980; and Stipek & Weisz,
1981 )

The third limiting factor concerns construct definition and
measurement, particularly along the generalized vs. situation-specific
continuum of motivational variables. Some extant bodies of motivational
research have focused on highly genera]ized motivational constructs -
(e.g., Rotter's locus of control work, Rotter, 1966), while others have_
addressed'hidh]y situation-specifit responses. (For example, mueh'of the
causal attribution research has asked for perceptions of the Causes of
success and failure on a given experimental task.) Again, the relevance
of these findings to motivation in elementary school classrooms is
unknown. " Probably most re]evant'to classroom motivation are construct

"definitions that fall in between the generalized and.situation-specific
‘poles of this continuun. That is,'in studies of c]assroom motivation,
the conceptua] and measurement context for the mot1vat1ona] var1ab1es
assessed shou]d be restricted to school 1earn1ng experiences, but not to
any single exper1ence. “(This §s probab]y closest to the ways 1n whlch
these variables are exper]enped or percelved by the students themse]yes )

The present study on classroom motivation attempted to address these

three factors both in its purpose and its des1gn. The explicit purpose
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of the study was to investigate 1nterre1atﬁonsnip§ among se1ected
motivational variables for e]ementary school children vis-a-vis their
c]a;sroom ]eanning expetienceé. Previous research on motivational
variables wds used to develop d preliminary conceptual framework for a-

multifactorial construct called sense of efficdcy and defined as a

student!s peréeptions of personal control over and responsibility for
his/her own classroom learning experiences (see Figure 1). Within this
framework, all motivational variables were defined and measured within
the context df general school learning experiences. An empirtca]ltest of
tnis framework constituted the major’purpese dt the study.

In addition, the study was conduéted with elementary schdo] children
in their own classrooms. Information on %e]ected classroom
characteristics, as perceived by students, teachers, and an external

observer, was collected. This clessroon level information 3110we? for
the anklysis of student’ characteristics, not in isotation, but in terms
of their re]etionsnips to and interactions with classroom s
characteristics. That is, sense of efficacy was construed in this-study
as an interactional construct, dependent upon both person and s1tuat1on
var1ab]e§ but even more importantly, upon their 1nteract1ons.

Within this interactional framework, a complete conceptua]ization'ot

3the sensé of efficacy construct would require the identification of both’

.the relevant person variables and the relevant situation var1ab1es, as
Qé]l as an exp]anat1on of their interactions. wh11e the present study
was designed to explore all facets of this conceptualizatlon, it chused.
on the delineation of key person variables and theig.interreletionships.

_In keeping with this focus, the resu]ts preéented below highliéht ‘“
interre]at10nsh1ps among motivational variables and re]at10nsh1ﬁs between

these motivat1ona1 variables and measures of school ach1evement
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group-administered. questionnaires, while achievement information was

';{‘m%l .d1fferent351tuatlons, can be theoret1ca1ﬂyrmean1ngfu] though‘not

The research samp]e cons1sted of approximately 400 fourth-, flfth-
and sixth-grade students in 21 classrooms within three suburban-rural
school districts. Participation in the study was predicqted on both *
teécherﬂand ﬁérqntg] cpnsent, Derived from student se1f-§eport, the
sample can be characterized a$ predominantlyECaucasian (92 percent),
including s]ightJy more males (52 pefcent)wthan females (48 percent), and
representing”a w{de Eﬁngé of socioéconomic strata (e.g., from 15 percent
in the yqski]]ed/ski]Téd worker categories to, 21 percent in the

p?ofe;siona] category). R

~

¢

Variables and Instrunkntation
Thrge sets of ;tudent characteristics were measured: demographic,

motivational, and achiévement. The first two sets were measured via

extracted from existing school files. Whenever possible, existing
instruments were used or adapted for use in this study. Table 1 presents

. e——
3 complete listing“of all student characteristics measured, including th%

. 4
title of the instrument, information on previous use of the instrument:(
. ¥

and reliability estimates where appropriate.]
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a i wh11e-notéynsat1sfactony, many of these estimates are moderate in-
size,_ suggestﬁng the existence of seme within-person variability in

'response§”to items on these.variols measures. 'As recently argued by
Atk1nsong(J98]),whowever, classical test theory, including internal
cons1stency re]1ab1]1ty, may’ be irrelevant to efforts to construct

' %an- advanced .motivational psychology." That is, within- -person’
var1ab1]1ty,'1n terms of different motivational respornises-to

“%) psychometr1ca1]y conslstent. - ,,7 T
. -s . ":’ '
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j/ 7 Table S . ,
Student Characteristics Measured in the Study
Title of Previous use of
Characteristic instrument instrument/comments Cronbach °§
DEMOGRAPHIC ' B

Grade level, sex,
.ethnicity, par-
ent's occupation

MOTIVATIONAL

Locus of Eontro]

Expectancy of
success

Incentive value’
of success

Causal-attribu-
tions for success
and failure

~
y e

Academic self-
. concept - .

~

»

.. Achievement moti-
oo » vation

" Teacher perceptions
of student's aca-
.demfc.self-concept

BTy

R A T A . EL
e

2
v,
Lo,

xf*‘

RO

S0 v . -
g LWL e d oy et

Things About
Yourself: -

Why Do Things |

Happen To You?

!
|

How Well Do /
You Do Things?

Which Would' |
_You Pick? |

Why Do’ Things

. Happen*to You

v
U7 part 11
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PRI JIY (N ,
i W L
T OO Iar W PR L. B9 e v/ {240 ot P SLN B2 78% W ey AR

in School? |
Part |-

;] <N 7
\4

School Attitude .

Measure (SAM)

{
f

'
.

Story-telling,
#1 - #4

i
4

.

.Teacher Percep-
tions of Stu-’
dents' Self-
concept -

-

v b R .
‘:, u'.*-n v

- Instfument us d by

. Ltems previously used
" in RI Statewide Assessment
- Program for‘fpurth graders

4

Instrument is the IAR
(Crandall, Katkovsky, &
Preston, 1

‘research-

er in two preyious studies .

research-
studies

Instrument usg¢d by
er in two previous

research-
study-

Instrument used by
er in one previous

\

v N -

14 -
.,

.. Items developedyfrom recent

recommendations /regarding
attribution measurement

Standardized instrument
(Scott, Foresman,, and Co.)
yielding five scores (per-*
formance self-concept, ref--
erenced self-concept, moti-

vation, control, and mastery)

Leads for four TAT ;EEFTGS'
taken from McClelland et al.
(1953, p. 169); questions -
for each story were stand-
ard TAT questions (McClel-
Tand et,a]., 1953)

Items from” se]f»concept

_scales .of SAM

. - ~.“

. 7
e A sl o e —

‘ment indices
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5 T $ot,
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.67

Inc = .71

v ] )
Percent agree-

Vo

for parallel
item pairs
ranged from 59
to 92 percent

S-C, perf = .68
S-C, ref = .74
Motiv = .
Control =
Mastery =

.64
.75 -
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. Tab]e'] (6ontinued)

‘ Title of ° - . iPrevious use of"
Characteristic instrument instrument/comments . Cronbach O(‘l
ACHIEVEMENT . <
Achievement test Sthool File A1l test scores were nation- |  ---
, performance (read- Data Foram - al percentile ranks on a -
ing, language arts, ' standardized, norm-referenced
. math, total) L achievement test .
1Q scoresb <. School File A11 IQ scores were deviation ---
Data Form IQs from a standardized )
group intelligence test )
Academic grades School File Academic grades were medians ---
(reading, language Data Form of grades available for i
arts, math, as - recent school year .
available) - ‘ )
Effort grades .School File * Effort grades were medians --- ’
(reading, lan- - * Data Form of, grades available for
guage arts, math, . recent school year

~as ‘avarlable)©

v
(B v

@ Three 'scorers ‘were used, to score the TAT stories. Interscorer agreement, based on
"' the number of stories scored, ranged from 76.9 percent £o,39.5 percent.. .
b .Available for students in classes 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, and 9.
.f/rTAvailable for students,in classes” 16-21. »
- ' .
AY
' - N \ .
A
\ §
. Y -
(XY .' I
N :
vy

W
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Three sets of information on elassroom characteristics were also.
collected: student and teacher perceptiops of setected dimensions of
classroom f11mate and information on phys1ca1, instructional, and
normative dimensions of the classroom environment as perceived by an
external observer. The climate measure (entitled "Your C]assroom")kwas
‘composed of five of nine scales from the Classroom Environment Scale
(Moos & Trickett, 1974), adapted for elementary school students:
(Intern%J Fonsdstgncy reliability estimates for these five scales we;e X
.63 for invoivementl..SO for task orientation, .82 for order and
ordanization, .56. for rule clarity, and .55 for innovqtion.f| The
Classroom Observation instrument (developed for this study) measured
demographic- and physical characterﬁstics of tee classroom (e.g., class
size, classroom space, noise level); grouping structure .in the cfassroom
(individualized, small group, large group); the audience for and content
of teacher verbal behavior; and, for random1¥ identified students, deg}ee
of choice over aqd‘]evel of absorption in e]ass tasks. (Agreement among
. the three observers across the ériods observation categbries aveffged

about 95 percent.) ”This’instrument also collected observers' subjective

’ perceptions'of 10 dimensions of Fhe classroom learning environment, again
derived primarily from the Classwoom Environment Scale. GAcross the
three observers, the intrac]ass‘cgrrelatipe for this ‘part of the

i

instrument was .91.)

!
Procedures

Three trained observers served as data co]]ectors for this study.

Each observer worked with the same set of c]assrooms throughout the data

collection process (thus confounding observer effects with classroom

effects, but strengthening the critical links of cooperation and rapport

O . 4 !
. - . .

10
\
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betwsen the research staff and school.personnel). These qbservers_”

(a) administered the student questionnaires to tlassroom groups in three
separate one-hour sessions during March and April, 1981; (b) conducted
five'one-hour classroom observations usingithe Classroom Observation
instrument, spaced from December, 1980 to June, 1981; (c) distributed and
collected the teacher questionnaires; and (d) assisted with the
‘collection of school file data in May Fnd June, 1981,

The packéging of the student questionnaires into three separate one-
;our'sessions was carefully déFigned to minimize classroom disruptions
and fatigue or. boredom on the part of the students: Forkthis reason, the
same Sequencing was maintained in all classrooms. ?urthermore, wherever
possible, absentees were administered the questionnaires at a later date.

-

Results
Analyses of 1pterrelationsqlps among the motivational variables, stng
\ students as the unit of analysis, yielded two overlapping, but nev%rthe-
less distinct clusters of variap1e§, which -are differential]y related to
achievement.

The.fikst c]usger, labeled ;abi]ity orientation," inc]udes‘the follow-
ing variables: sélﬁ;concept of EbiTity, eXpectancy‘of‘academic success’,
causal attributipns for academic success experiences to ability, and
causal attributioqs‘fbr academic failure experiences to a cause other
than ability. In other words, ajstudent with a "high" profile on thi§

cluster wouid have a high self-cpncept of ability and a high expectancy

of doing well in school and woul

tend to attriBute school 'success to
>,

ability and school failure to a fause other than lack of ability.



k]

Inc]uded in thé second c]uster of motsivational varlables, 1abe1ed

effort or1entatlon," are percelved lnterna] or externa] contro] of

’

academlc relnforcements (or locus of contro] ) as measured by the . s D
Inte]]ectua] Ach1evement Respons1b111tﬁ Sca]e), 1ocent1ve value or the
perceived 1mportance of do1ng we11 in schoo], and causa] attributions for

. both academic success and fa11ure_expgr1ences tpﬁeffort.‘ For example, a-

‘student with a “high" profile on this'tluster would believé that she/he = - ‘ //
. nas internal control over the reinforcements_of'both academic success and ""/j'
fai]ure‘situations: would believe that doing . well in scﬁbof {E impantant | _ ////‘o
dnd valuab]e, and would tend to attrlbute school sucgesses to h1gh effort ///
. and .schoo] fa11ures to insufficient effort. . ‘ ' .

L

Supportlng data for the ex13tence of these two c]usters are presented

.

in Tab]es 2-4. Tab]e 2 presents correlattons w1th1n and between the two

clusters of variables. Particalarly fbr the ability orientation cluster,
] 7 . .

'correlations within a cluster are stronger than correlations between the

two c]usters. The overlap between the two clusters~is also evidenced in’ .

-

the correlational results. This overlap may inctude internatl-eontrol for

pos1t1ve re1nforcements (I+x/and success and fa11ure attributfons to -

effort (at least as measured by part II, but not part I, of "the

.attribution'instrument).] ) f“

[N

Table 3 disp]ays,the results of a principal axis factor analysis with

orthogonal rotation. These results account for 96.8 pereﬁnt of the

3 k]

common variance angd c]ear]y display the two c]usters of var1ab1es. An |

oblique (promax) rotatlon yielded ‘a similar pattern and a correlation of

-

‘.34 between the two factors, agaln 1nd1cat1ng some conceptua1 over]ap

., 8 i

between the two factors ' ' o ' S

L 4 . . »
.
.

1 The different results yielded by the two parts of the attribution
* instrument are being investigated further, both}for their measurement _
o and for thelr possible psychological 1mp11catlons.
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A o . Table 2 N r O
Sy . 1 ' . ) :
: - . Correlations Within and Between the Two Clusters of Motivational Variables . - . pee :
. Ability orientation Effort orientation . ’
T ; . R - } - oo
N 1 2 3 4 5. 6 7 8 9 10 n 1 D LA LR
. x w0 N . - ® ]/
Ability orientation . L _ iy an ) . ‘& > N AR
1 Self-concept (performance-based) JJ3kE 50k 4gax  47%x L 41%x L 50%x  2dk L 02 14%% (30#% -.05°  25%% 08 -g.23%% R
2 Self-concept (reference-based) s . J50%x  39%x 47%% . Q0x% I 4]xx L2703 J10* © ,38**.-.03 J24xx (11x - 26%*
3 Expectancy of success A0*% 44%x - Qixx _ 38xx L25%% - 08 ,19%*" [25%x _ (6 J35%% o 04 -.26%*
4 Success attributions to ability (I)2 .. 7r% - 32%% _ 33kx 5% - 08" 04 06 -.27%% [15%%x 00  -,15%*
. % 7.5 Success attributions to ability (II) , . , - - 32%% . 36%* 21%x - 09 .07 4% 01 W33%% 05 - 2)*x .
" 6 Failure attributions to-ability 21) 35%% . 09 J2x -,02 . -.06 08 * -.10* -.04 L .
7 Faflure attributions to abil1ty 1) ® =V14% 05  -.03 :.1@** .06  -.15%* -,07 J15%%
Effort orientation ) ) ’ ( . , R
8 1+ (LOC for successg . . . 25%%  26%%  26%x  31ka, 2%k 284 - 17+ “
.9 I- (LOC for failure ‘- 20%% [ 23xx |, 23xk (2 A43%x - 01, ; -
. 10 Incentive value (I) ) ) LA0%x  20%%  \19xx  22%x _ 3%
Incentive value/motivation (II) s . , JA8%x [ 28%% [ 28%x%x _ Jo*x
N Success attrjibutions to effort {I) . J18%%  .32%% .08
13 Success attributions to effort.(I1) . ) - aw. . .09 -.37%%
14 Faflure attributions to effort (n RN . . .03 .
15 Failure attributions to effortd (i1) - \\ ..
T sptws . ’ Fa
. *p < .01 . ‘-fn :
: a Roman numerals refer to alternative measures of the same variable in this and all subsequent tables. . e
b Correlations with this variable have the opposite sign from that expected by the rest of the data. This Jél e]y a measurement problem
related to the use of a doub]e negative on the quest10nna1re «aaﬁr
. . . . . ’V.' o ‘ ) . -~ ;
. ; E , v« —
- . o . . * bmad !
. . ” 14
13 R . ‘
Q ‘ A .
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. . Table 3

FaétorﬁAnalytic Support for the Two Clusters. of Motivational Variables@
] - - i .

- : ' Factor loadings’

‘ ‘ . Factor 1 Factor 2° ~ K2
~ : . ~ (AbiTity (Effort

. ) . . orientation) orientation)
Self-concept of .ability (performance-based) .81 . 16" .69
Self-concept of ability (reference-based) .76 : 22 . .83
Expectancy of success . e .66 .04 - .44
Success attributions to ability (I) .58. -.12 .35
Success. attributions to ability (II) , .60 .00 . .36
Failure attributions to ability-(I) . -.54 .06 .30
Failure,attributions to aﬁﬁ]ity (11) -.56 - .03 .31
I+ (LOC for success) .23 .45 .26

. I- (LOC for failure) -.14 51 .28
+ Incentive value (I) ' - .10 .45 .21
Incentive value/motivation (II) 337 . .64 .51
Success attributions to effort (1) , -.13 ' .50 .26
Success attributions to effort (II) _ .39° .22 .20
Failure attributions to effort (I)- -.04 .56 .32
Failure attributions to effort (II) . -.36 -.1N .14
Control - . . .56 .48 .54
Mastery ! : .55 - .57 .63

a Principal factors, with communa]ityrestimates in diagonal, varimax
rotation.

b
(O
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Thesé two motivational factors and supporting data high]igﬁt the

S

distinction between causal attributions to ability vs. effort. While the

importance of this distinction has received considerable empirical and
= °

theoretical support, its importance'in this study was derived empirically.

-

In addition to ability and effort, the attribution measure in this study

assessed students' causal perceptions of task difficulty, luck, task

!

///&nterest, and teacher bias. None of these other .causal perceptions -~
showed consistent or strong relationships with the other motivational

variables in the study., Similarly, the projective measure of achievement

.

motivation failed to show consistent relationships with other variables .
(probably in large part due to restricted variance).

Finally, the correlations between the‘motivationai,varfeb]es in the

. two clusters and the cognitive variables in the skudi are shown‘in Table 4.
While the magnitude of these correlations is éﬁa]i to moderate, the ‘L
pattern is extremely clear. Al}l of the abmlwty or1entat1ee var1aeles are
‘significantly related to various measures of a5t1tude and achﬁevement;é,

)

compared to the substant%a]]y.fewer and smalier relationships shown
: . C ’ . , . ’
between effort orientation variables and cognitive measures. In s

¢

A . AL g ‘».‘. . » o
addition, a composite ability orientation variab]e] was significantly

re]ateh to a composite achievement variable «(r 5? P < 01 whi]e Ehe

L4

relationship between an effort or1entat1on compos#te and ach1evement was

»

substant1a]1y weaker (r = .11, p < .05). The two motivational comn951;es
were also weakly related (r = .14, p < .01), again indicating some
\ T, ) -
. overlap. between the two constructs, i 7

.
.
a “¢

.

i

(X )
1 The ab1]1ty orientation composite was derived by revers1ng appropriate

. scales, standardizing, and-then summing the seven "ability" variables
shown in Table 4. The effort orientation composite represents the sum
of the following standardized variables: I+, I-, incentive.value (I
and I1), success-effort (I), and failure- effort (I). The dchievement
composite is the sum of standardized variables represent1ng academic
Q grades and achievement test scores.
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R} ’ ‘ Table 4 .
' - Correlations of Motivational Variables in the Two Clusters with Cognitive Variables
~ Motivational ‘ o '  Cognitive varjables - -
variables - - Grades " Ach test NCEs Effort grades
IQ Rdg LA Math Rdg LA Math Tot Rdg " LA Math
J .
Ability orientation . ' )
Self-concept gperﬁ) 39%%  33kx 3] T ~gek 32% 30%% 2%k 3wk 2197 .19 19
Self-concept (ref) JAp*% 36%%® 36%*  3pxk JA0*% 4% J39%% [ 4-dkx .17 .23 21% -
Expectancy 30%% 3gRk 3]ax . 37kx S T I I 36%% 25% 37k
Success - ability (I) J33** 35%% 2Q%kx T 3gkx J0*T 31xx 31%% 7 36%% L26%% [ 30%% 28%%
Success - ability éII) Al** 33%% 2g%« J25%% -0 34%%  35kk c 33%x 7 3J7k% 21% .12 .09
Failure - ability (I)  -.25% -, 37*%% . 33% _ 33%* -.34%% L 38k L 33kk - 38%x =.30*%* - 2% -, 23%*
Failure - ability (II) -.29%* _ 25%%x _ 20%* . 24%+* - 24%% - 25%k%k | 0%k _ DB8%x -.09 -.04 -.11
Effort orientation
I+ (LOC for successg R T I | I | T U T T T T
I- (LOC for, failure).- -.15 -.00 .02 .04 . .02 01 .01 - .01 . .07 .05 12
Itot (LOC total) -.16 .07 .10° .10* .08 10 - .08 .09 19 - .16 J22%
Incentive value (I) -.20%  -.09 .04 .01 .05 03 . .03 - .01 .01 -.04  -,07
Incentive. value (IIg .09 - 07 - .07 .09 .08 - 10* Jd1x .11 -.07 -.01 .08 .
Success-- effort (I)° *--.00 -.04 -.03-. -.06 -.06 -.02 " -.10 -.09 - .16 12 .05
" Success - effort §II) A4 17%%- 2% JA1* J13% Jd2% .08 3% L L 25% .07 . .13
Failure - effort (I) .03 JA1x .09 .09, - % 10% Jd2% .09 JA1* ©W30%%F [ 29%%  35%%
. Féilure - effort (IT)  -.10 - —.I5%% -.l6%% I35 _gex 13 (09 sl a3 04 .12
Control . ) 18 27w gk 29k o3ex 33ek ogme 3]k 28R 20% L ggnk,
‘Mastery . , W31X%x 26%%  23%x  pGkkx 26%%  29%k  0G6%x Qi .13 .15 .24*#




Scores on these compos1te variables for various demograph]c subgroups

are presented in Table 5. These data indicate that mean scores on ability

orientation did not differ for males and females, while females had

sign1f1cant1y higher mean effort or1entat1on and ach1evement scores than

maTes Similarly, ability orientation mean scores did not differ by ‘

grade level, while fourth_graders had a significantly h1gher'effort

orientation mean score than students in grades 5 and 6. Further, mean
. . ability‘orientation‘scores increased with socioecon%mic status, and , .
. students in the lowest socioeconomic stratum had the highest mean effort
/  orientation score. o ' j

A N -

. . .}f%:'l. .. *
, - . : : Discussion /

This discussion highlights the results of an effort to interpret the -
findings ef _the present study within the boundaries of existing theory,.
and research. Consistent with the focus%f the study, this interprettve.

effort exp11c1t1y sought to 1ntegrate maJor thePr]es and constructs & . i y

I -

w1th1n the extant body of mot1vat1ona1 research and theory and w1th1n the
! ; f

context of c]assroom‘mot1vat1on. The first part of this discussion notes .

the degree to which the present results are consistent with previous

. - i
< .research. In _the second part, theoretical perspectives are used to
N ( )
'nggest some integrative psychological interpretations of these results.

The discussion thien concludes with some oreliminary modifications to the
proposed conceptual framework for students' sense of efficacy and with
some suggested directions for future research.- ‘
. ' .
. ) 10

‘Consistency with Previous Research ' :

Ability orientation. The c]ustering of variables included'in'the
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Results on Composite Variables by Demographic Subgroun

Abl]lty orlentatlon

Effort orientation

Don't know

Sig _
Subgroup n n test n X
Males . 213 0, t=0.03 21 -0.7 4.0 =3.88% 213  -1.0 6.
Females 189 1 195 0.7 3.3 192 1.2 6.
Grade 4 118 5.1 121 1.0 3.7 19 0.8 6.5
Grade 5 181 4.8 191 -0.5 3.8 =597+ 181 -0.4 6.7
Grade 6 103 5.5 -0 -0.2 3.5 102 0.2 6.8
sts: ~
Unsk/Skilled 57 4.7 60 0.7 3.6 - 57 " 3.1 6.2
Crafts/Clerk 134 5.3 133 -0.4 4.0 130 -0.3 6.2
Manager, owner 91 2.9 % 0.5 3.9 = 1.39 g2 2.1 5.8 F = 10.00%d
Professional 80 5.0 ‘g1 -0.1 3.1 82 1.9 6.5
Stays at home/ 25 4.8 %5 -0.5 4.8, 26 -3.8 8.2

#* < 01

a Sex differences were tested by independent t-tests, grade level and SES differences were
Multiple Range Test., -

b* Grade 4 > Grade 5, Grade 6, -

C. Professional > Unsk/Skilled Crafts/Clerk, and Stays at home/Don't knaw.

d  professional, Manager or owner ¥ Crafts/Clerk > Unsk/Skilled, Stays at home/Don't know. *

tested by the Duncan
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w1th one s1gn1f1cant except1on name]y, the absence of fa11ure _ -
attr1but1ons to insufficient effort In brief, current theory

hypothesizes that calisal attr1but1ons ﬁn*%irformance affect future

*

expeotanc1es in ways “that serve to maintain ex1st1ng self- -perceptions of

ability. Further, the effects of attributions on expectanC1es are
mediated primarily along the stability dimension of causal perceptions.
From this theory come the follewing kinds'of'predictionsi' Indivfdua]s
with a high se]f-concept of ability tend to_hdve high expectations\of
success and to attribute success to ability Swhich is a stable factor,
thus reaffirming their positive self-concept) énd‘failure to insufficient
effort (which is unstable and modifiable, thus not impacting on perceired
.self—concept or expecg@ncies). bn tHejpther,hand, individue]s with a low
self-concept of ability tend to have low expectations of success and to

attribute success to such external factors as luck “or task ease (which,

-~

“are unstable and changeable, thus not impacting on or modifying their low )

\ . L .
self—concept) and failure to lack of ability (which is stable, thus |

Y

reaffirming their low self-concept). Such are the motivational profiles

developed from ettribution'theery (e.g., Bar-Tal, 1978; Weiner, 1974,

" 1979; Weiner & Kukla, 1970; we1ner, Frieze, Kukla, Reed Rest, &

]

Rosenbaum, 19%1). Such also is the underlying-rationale for recent
intervention efforts a1med at chang1ng children's perceptions of the
causes of fgi]ﬁre from insufficient ability to insufficient effort (e.g.,

Andrews & Debus, 1978; -Dweck, 1975§NFow]er & Peterson, 1981; Reiher &*

Dembo, Note 1; Schunk, 198}).

In a departure from these theoretical predictions, this study

\

indicated that fai]ure“attrfbutions to insufficient effort were not part

. of the ability orientation cluster, .but'rather part of the effort

orieﬁtatiqn cluster. Similar,results; specifically the lack of

. . ST
' ) L. ’.'22""'

. 1
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re]at1onsh1ps between failure attr1but1ons to effert and measures of 7

expectancy of success, have‘been shown for co]]ege students percept1ons'

of *final exam performance (Slmon & Feather, 1973) and for elementary
. t ‘ e

-school students' perceptions of experimental task performance (Stipek &
Hoffman, 1980), of schoo] 6eadin§ achievement (Nichoils, 1979), and of

‘general school achievement (Greene, Note 2). So, the discrepancy between

current theory and the findings of'thissstudy, in terms of the variables-
" that constitute an ability orientation composite or construct, has also

been noted in several other empirical studies. Not insignificantly,

[

three out of four of these studies were conducted with elementary school

«

children in naturalistic settings.

Effort orientatidn;: The clustering of variables included in the

effort orientation composite does not have strong theoretical suppo%t

probably in part because these var1ab1es cut across two magor strands of
mot1vat1ona1 theory and research: the soc1aj learning theorists'
1nvest1gat}ons of the locus of contro] construct andltpe cognitively-
'based research on causal attributions.' For the same reason, empirical
studies of the reiatfonships among these variables are }are‘and theit
findings provide only partial support for this cigsterr (See Crandall,

v

Katkovsky, & Preston, 1962; Greene, Npte,Z; Johnson, 1981; and Jordan,

-t

1981.) C : .

Relationships to achievement. Beyond the patterns of ., P
. . '
interrelationships, the two motivational clusters found in this study )
. \ “ .‘ . e
were also distinguished by their differential re]ationsh%ps to

achievement measures. Ability orientation variables showed ‘consistent,

moderate relationships with achievement, a result highly consistent with

previous research. /(Considerable research has demonstrated a positive
¢

, link between self-concept of* ability amd achievement, e.q., Shavelson et -

22
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al., 1976. Positi&e links betneen expectancy of success_and measures of
achieverght have been‘snown by Butkowsky é Willows, 1980; Crandall et
al., 1962; Cranda]l & McGhee, 1968; Greene, Note 2; Nicholls, 1979;:
Schunk, 1981, and Simon & Feather, 1973. Significant relationships
. between causal attrioutions‘to ebility taetors and achievement have also
- been shown by Aponik & Dembo, Note 3; Bar-Tal, 1978, Butkowsky & wlllows,
-_‘ ‘] 1980; Greene Note 2; Singer & McCaughan, 1978,\St1pek & Hof fman, 1980,

and Weiner, 1979.) -~ Y _ /
Not as consistent with pren{ous research are the oeneral]y
d \
nonsignificant relationships re i this study between the effort

- i. orientation variables, particy]ar]y 1ocus of control, and thefachievement
meaéures. A fa]r]y substant1a1 body of research has demonstrated a
pos1t1ve 11nk between 1ocq\\0f control and a w1de arr. . learning =

performance and ach1evement measure§ (See reviews by Greene, Note 2;
. s &~
Lefcourt, 1976; and Stipek % we1sz, 1981 ) Within this context the

_ absence of a s1gn1f1cant locus of control-achievement re]at1onsh1p in

» b,

this study may simply be a type II error. However, very little of the -
. . 4 ) ~
previous research included the large number of meotivational variables

“that were investigated in this study. In addition, the.theoretical’

) perspect1ves presented in the next'section provide some 1ntr1gu1ng
context; within which to interpret the f1nd1ngs of this-study. : ;
z - . - : .
) \Theoretioal Perspectives * . \ T -
fi‘ o Apjjﬁty;ys. effort _Causal féctors: The two-c]uéters of motfvdtionat

variables .found 1n this study are d1fferent1ated by the dom1nance of
> - N
abtlity factors ¥ one Ccluster Vs, +the sa]1ence of effort factors in the

other. The sign#ftcance of abiljty vs. effort factors in academic . f

. ﬁotiyation has .received broad support from.a number of theoretical

%

® e




perspectives, -including attribution theory (Frieze, 1980; Frieze &
Snyder, 1980; weing{,,1979)% learned helplessness theory (Butkowsky & -
Willews, 1980; Dweck, 1975; Seligman, 1975); self-worth perspectives on

achievement motivation (Covington & Omelich, 1981; Covington,'Spratt, &

' Omelich, 1980; Harari & Covington, 1981); self-efficacy theory.(Schunk,

1981, Note 4); and perceived control (Stipek. & Weisz, 1981).

DeVe]opmental‘perspectives. Developmental parspectives on causal

perceptions.also emphasize important distinction§ between ability vs.
L

effort factors in classroom motivation. Sévera] recent deve]ophenta]
. - ;’

. | N N
studies (Cgu]ey & Murray, Note 5; Eshel & Klein, 1981; Harari & Covington,

. : ‘ h ' P
1981; Nichqi]s;'1979; Stipek, 1981) yielded highly consistent results

regarding these distinctiongﬂ .o
1. Children*s perceptions of the determinants of their learning
performance are dominated by ability factors, except for the
youngest scheol-age children (or students in grades K-1 and
perhaps also in grades 2-3).

-
7

2. "For these young children, causal perceptions of learning
performance are dominated by the covariation of effort. and
outcome; as well as effort and ability. High effort equals
success and high ability, while low efforf equals failure and

Tow ability.

3. The effoft valuation evident among young school children is.
supported (and/or created?) by a widespread societal®belief in
the importagce of the "work ethic."

—

+ 4. The effort orientation of young school-age children may also .
explain their generally inflated self-perceptions of ability.

If they equate ability with effort and if they perceive X
themselve$ as hard workers (with considerable reinforcement from
teachers and parents), then they are 1ikely to overestimate
their actual ability. .

The relevance of these developmental findings to the results of the
present study is threefold. First, the fourth-, fifth-, and sixth-grade
participants in the present study could be expected to rely primarily on
ability factors, but d1so to incorporate the value or importance of

effort in their causal perceptions of their classroom peformance. And

\ | 24
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consistent with these develoomentaltffndings, the youngest participants

had the highest effort orientation scores. Secondly; following,from - .
: . g L]

Nicholls (1979), variations in accuracy of ability self-perceptions for
these students should para]]e] variations in ab1]1ty vs. effort _
or1entat1ons. That 15; the more aCcurate a student s se]f concept of '
( _abi]ity, the more dominant is h1s/her ability or1entat1on. Conversely,
the less accurate (or 1ess,sure or knonn) a student‘s se]fsconcept of
ability, the more dominant is his/her effort orientation.  Thirdly, the ‘

idea that effort orientation is associated with a valuing of the "work

-ethic" might provide a context wjthin which to interpret the linking of

-

-

effort.attributions with incentive value in the present study.

o Perceived control. The diverse theories within the broad dom in-of
perceived pérsonal control offer perhaps the richest substantive context

within which to ref]ect/on the psychological meaning of ability vs. .

effort motivational orientations. 1In a concluding chapter to a book

, entitled Choice and Perceived Control {Perlmuter & Monty, 1979), Seligman

and Miller distinguish between agenda.control and outcome control.

-

Agenda control refers to control over the situation, while outcome

» T~
control refers to control exercised within a fixed situation. (For

example, a college professor's choice of whether or not to teach during a

given semester and ot what to teach'it\he/she decides to do so is agenda
control. The same professor's choice of a time slot for Education 100 is
outcome control.) Seligman and Miller note that most research'is |
B concerned with- outcome‘contro}““yet ‘they~ argue (a]ong with Lacey, 1979) 13 1
| that the’ more fundamenta] meaning of control is agenda contro] ) 4,
'Other researchers have -made similar distinctions iR the meaning of"

control:



1. “Arnkoff and Mahoney (1979) d1st1ngu1sh between control as sk111
\ ce- - or control over internal choicés ahd control as power or control

over external choices, resources, or reinforcements provided by
the env1ronment ' ;

2. "Savage Perlmuter,, and Monty (1979) distinguish bétween the act
or experience of choos1ng and the perceptio ‘of control.
- . Perce1yed control is not dependent on the act of choosing, but
' . . rather is established by providing an opportunity to chgose.
- Further, ‘the locus of ‘perceived control resides not in the act
‘ of choos1hg, but .in the anticipation of the opportun1ty for
~ "+ ° choice afd control.

"3 S1m11ar1y, -deCharms (1972 1976, ]979) distinguishes\between
personal causation and perce1ved control. The latter is a
visual inference, wh11e personal causation is the experience of
causing something yourse]f of originating your own actions and
controlling elements in the environment. He further maintains
that personal causation and LOC are both related to achievement,
but their effects ‘are independent because they are different
constructs. Personal causat1on is the experience of control,
while LOC 9§ .the percept1on of control.

.

4. Bandura (1977) distinguishes between effigacy and outcome
expectations. Eff1cacy expectations relate to self- appraisa]s
and judgments of one's capacity to initiate and perform a given

¢ task. ‘Outcome, expectations relate to perceived contingencies
bétween act1ons and consequences. Within this framework, Wilson
(1979) suggests that self-efficacy requires - self- attributions of
. personal mastery and is thus closer to. actual than to perceived
. control. .

5. - Deci (discusséd in Stipek and Weisz, 1981) suggests that the
theoretical construct of self-determination focuses on
perceptions of control over the achievement. context or situation
(agenda control). This is in contrast to attribution theory,
which focuses on percept1ons—of control over: factors affecting
ach1evement outcomes (outcome contro]) o -

These various but para]]e] d1st1nct1ons in the meaning ?f control are
) tentative]& offered,as the criticq] psychological distinction between the . s
two motivational clusters found in this study. Ability orientation,
whicﬁ is dominated by se]f-perceﬁtfans of and attributions tod ability, is
' psycho1ogicé]1y‘]inked to agenda control, -contro] as skill, contro]
dér1ved from the act of choosing, persona] causat1on, se]f—eff1cacy and
eff1cacy expectations, and se]f-determ1nat1on. It is also re]ated to
. sense of 5gency (Thomas, 1986) and to competence or effectance motivation
(Aarter; 1978; White, 1959, 1960), which "aims for the feeling of

<3
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efficacy, not the vita]]y important 1earnings that come as its

r conseqyence" (White, 1959, p. 323) and in which a feeling of efficacy
requires perceptions of sélf-responsibility for success%u1 performance
(Harter, 1978). On the:other hand, effort orientation, which includes
’1ocus Qf control, causal attributions to éffort, and incentive value, is

. psychblcgically linked to outcome control, control as power, perceived

control, and outcome. expectations. ‘
Further, integrating the deve]opmen%a] findings with these tﬁeoretical
) perspect1ves, it"is suggested that ab1]1ty orientation is the domlnant >,

1nf1uence on motivational behaX1or in classrbom learning s1tuat1ons

' Students' se]f-percept1ons of ability and their causal reasonjng ‘V?Ja._;i; }

regarding thdir ability to.perform classroom tasks are the'major
"determinants" of their task ‘expectancies, approach-avoidance behavior, .

task orientation and attention, informationd;eeking, persistence, etc. i

R

Effort orientation may become prominent in ‘situations where. students'
, se}f-perceptions of abi]ityﬁare'inaccurate or uncertain or where-studeﬁts
do not have enough.information-to'a§sess their probability of success.f
Examples of such situations include novel learning tasks and tasks on;t
which a'sfhdenp‘s past performance has been uneven. - Effort orientation
thus‘dominates the motivational thjnking of youﬁg school-age children
precisely because most of the learning is new for theﬁ and their

<

e
© self- concepts of ability have not yet become stab]en

~

To insert a minar caveat thJS line of reason1ng evokes a red flag of

caution regarding recent 1nterventi§ﬁs designed to change students*
causal perceptions for failu%e from abilitx to effort (e.g., Andrews & ”,'ﬁ-

 deBus, 1978} Dweck, 1975; Foﬁie? & Peterson, ]§8]). These jnterventiens |
are based on the following tenet of atfribution theory:

"j—~, - It‘is_primari1y<the~attributﬁon of achievement outcomes, - * -
particularly failure outcomest&;o effort that contributes ‘ :

? o ' o, . o e
;“EM .. \ . ’ N | - _&.«7




to the development anti mairitenance of positive achievement
.orientation and a belief in personal control (Ames & Ames,
1981, p. 411). :

~ Yet, if effort attributions are unrelated to feelings of~efficacy,
mastery, or personal control’ (as suggested by the present stuoy),
interventions designed‘terhhance effort attributions may have little
impact on these feelings. This caution echos similar recent warnings,
e.g.;“

[jhese findings suggest] that attempts to develop
educational environments that focus attention on effort
may not achieve the goal of maintaining positive

o . perceptions of ability (Stipek, 1981, p. 409-410),

<

Implications for the Proposed Conceptual Framework for Sense of Efficacy

-

The findings and interpretations'discussed abeve provide some support

for, -as well as suggest a number of versions to the initial conceptual ,

framework developed for the students' sense of efficacy cdnstruct (See

Figure 2.) Most important of the rev1s1ons is the >eparat1on of ab111tj .
;.d

and effort or1entat1ons within this hypothes1zed structure of classroom ¥

motivational processes. In this separation, ability or1entat1on is-

%
-

evoked or becomes'dominant when students have a rea]fstic, accurate,
and/or certain self-cancept of ability and is psychologically linked\to
personal causation or the experience of control and self-determination.

These factors, in turn, are sufficient'to‘determine expectancies (E.qg.,
"I know I'm not very gBod at math word problems, but here s a set I have ' . «

« to do. I can't decide not to do ‘them nor even how or when to do them, ' ~
> So, I m pretty sure I'm-going to fail at’ this task. ") In_contrast, . L

effort orientation 1s evoked or becomes dom1nant when students?

- IR

'-_ . self-concept of - ab111ty is unrea]1st1c, 1naccurate, and/or uncerta1n and ’

.- JS psycholog1ca?1y ]1nked (o perce1ved control or outcome contro].

o Wl -

Effort or1entat10n further 1neludes (or e]1c1ts) attention to the causal
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Revised Preliminary Framework for Sense of Efficagy
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1n1t1a1 sense of eff1cacy framework a]ong the f0]10w1ng d1men510ns,

importance of effort and to the 1ncent1ve valu@ of the outcome These

factors (probab]y in combination with “such others as ach1evement i _

’

motives), in turn, influence expectancjes. (E.g.; "Since j cap't

estimate my ability to solve these math word problems, I'd better thihk'
about the consequences of doing well or pbor]& on. them. If I try hard

enough, I might be able to do them -but I don't rea]]y care how we]] 1 L

do, so I don't think I'11 try very hard. So, I’ ]lsprebably get some of

them right and some of them wrong.")

.

The métivational results of this study a]so provided support f0r the

c e

1. Ability and effort are the dominant causal factors in c]assroom '

‘motivational processes. . “ .
2. Incentive value is also an 1mportant factor in c]assroom L.
motivation. Cote e e,

3. Classroom motivational processes are rooted (at least “in part)
in the degree to which an 1nd1v1dua1 s sel€=concept of ab1T1ty
is-realistic or known. - \

4. A realistic self-concept of ability underlies an individual's -«
experience of personal causation or self-efficacy. That is, one
cannot experience him/herself as the determiner or‘origin of
his/her own goals, actions, and attainments in the absence of an
aCCurate appraisal of persona] capabijlities. Co

5. Classroom motivation is a cycTical, dynamic process in which
perceived outcomes are evaluated .in comparison with desired or
expected outcomes, specifically in terms of meaning for sglf.
The results of this evaluation are then incorporated back into
one's self- eva]uat1on or self-concept.of ab1]1ty o

Fiha]]y, it should be,emphas1zed that this revised conceptual
framework s offered, not as a f1n1shed praduct, but rather as a .;‘,_
representat1on of this author's current theoret1ca] th1nk1ng and as a _
veh1c1e for generating future quest1ons and hypothesgg Refinements to
this framework may result from further ana]yses of the present data set-;

(1nc1ud1ng the c]assroom 1eve] data). Foremost among the important -

future quest1ons-are the fo]]ow1ng:

A}
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5. Can the mot1vat1ona1 resuTts of this study be rep11cated w1th a
different samp]e of students7< T ey,

.

2. How valid are the psycho]ogica] interpretations devéloped for
~ the ability and effort motivational or1entat1ons? Is dbility -
** -orientation linked to. the experience of agendd control or
" personal causation, and effor or1entat}on 11nked to the
RY EerceEt1on~of’nutcome contro]?- .
3. How valid: are the*deve]opmenta] perspect1ves generated for
abidity and effort oriéntations within classroom motivation? Is
. an ability-orientation dominant, except for the youngest school-
.. age ch11dren for whom-an effort orlentat1on predom1nates?

<g' The next. stage of th1§ research effort WOu]d ]oglcally address one or

t, .

more-of the above quest1ons. L

2 n
. .
- \
. ..
o .
‘e .
. - : . "
«
L4 bl ~
. N .
-
. ~ Ay
. t
sy ¢ . - ~
oo *
] « + b3 -
. <
L] .
. 5 + ¢ - -

? [ ) - N
’ ’ -
. Y %
. s
» » )
. M =
)
. -
- P -
I3 g n -
S 8
L L]
v ! R [ *
- - .\ o 1 .
. o7 " . .

-
b3 [ g
» ., ', -~ ~ P - -
& - - [y o, -
- :
e . . -




References
T W

(4

‘Reference Notes

¢ +

1. Reiher, R.H., &:Dembo, M.H, Changing academic task persistence

" “.through-a self-management attribution training program. Paper

" -presented at"the Annual Meeting of the American Educatienal Research
"A$sociation, Lgs” Angeles, 1981.

<
[FP)

2... Greene, J.C. Choicq_behévior and its consequences for learning: An
“ ™ATI study. ‘Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Stanford University,

‘i .
N ‘0 -

- I -

3. Aponik, D.A;, & Dembo, M.H. Causal attributions of success and

- failure by learning-disabled and normal adolescents on different
» levels of task difficulty. Paper presented at the.Annual Meeting of

Yo T T the American Educational Research Association, Los Angeles, 1981,
ol : T ) / : ' .
-y % 4. Schunk, D. Effort attributions: The djcection makes a difference.
‘<. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting ofi the American Educational

i - Research Association, Los Angeles, 1981
‘?;"e e'ce' e ’i‘ Iy - . ] . ‘
£ g;‘ 5. Cauley, Kg, & Murray, F.B. Structure ¢f children's attributions of
T school success and failure. Paper predented at the Annual Meeting of
\ the Américqn Egucational Research Associption, Los Angeles, 1981: .

¢<i References = - . :
.:Ameé, t., & Ames, R., Competition vs. individualistic goal structures:

“The saliénce of past performance instruction for causal attributions
and affect. -Journal of Educational Psychology, 1981, 73, 411-418.

S . ‘Andrew§; G.R., & Debus; R.L. Persistence and the causal perception of
: failure: -Modifying causal attributions. Journal of Educational
.+ Psychology, 1978, 70, 154-166.

% " - Arnkoff, D.B., & Mahoney, M.J. The role ofﬁserceived control in psycho-

-~ ¢ . pathology. In L.C. Perlmuter- and R.A. Monty (Eds.). Choice and
perceived control. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates,
1979, p. 155-174, .

A

~.

B Atkfnsong J.W. Studying personality in the context of ah advanced moti-
. ‘ vational psychology. American Psychologist, 1981, 36, 117-128.
"fi"—‘*“*—ﬁﬁtkinson, AN S Raynor, ~J0:07Personality, motivation, and achievement.
T ~ sNY: “John Wiley. & Sons, 1978,

l_ éandbba, A. Sg]f—eff}tacy: Toward a unifying theory of behavioral,
' change. Psychological Réview, 1977, 48, 191-215.

‘&ar-Tai, D. Attributional analysis of achievement-related behavior.
Review of Educatiofal Research, 1978, 48, 259-271.

Q ‘ , - . . . 32
% v L )




,'

~ ._ : ) kzg_
Butkowsky, . I.S., & Willows, D.M. Cogn1t1ve-mot1vat1ona] characteristics

of ch11dren vary1ng in reading ability: Evidence for learned

X helplessness in poor readers. Journal of Educational:-Psychology,
1980, 72, 408-422.

Covington, M.V., & Omelich, C‘L As failures mount: Affective and

cognitive consequences of ability demotion in the c]assroom Journal

of Educational Psychology, 1981, 73, 796-808.

Covington, M.V., Spratt, M.F., & Omelich, C.L.” Is effort enougn, or does -

. diligence count toe? Student and teacher reactions to effort .
stability in failure. Journal of Educational Psychology, 1980, 72,
717 - 729. )

Cranda]],'V:C., & McGhee, P E. Expectancy of reinforcement and academ1c
competence. Journal of Persona]1tx, 1968, 36, 635-648 ¥

Crandall, V.J., Katkovsky, W., & Preston, A. Motivational and ability
determ1nants of young ch1]dren 3 1nte1]ectua] achievement behav1ors
Child Development, 1962, 33, 643-661. .

il N
deCharms, R. Personal causat1on tra1n1ng in the schools. Journal of
Applied Social Psychology, 1972, 2, 95-113.

R

deCharms, R. Personal causation and perceived control. In L.C. N
Perlmuter and R.A. Monty (Eds.). Choice and perceived control.
Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Assoctates, 1979, p. 29-40.

deCharms, R. " Enhancing motivation. NY: Irvington Publishers, 1976.

Dweck, C.S. Role of expectations and attributions in the alleviation of

learned helplessness. Journal of Personality and Social Psycholagy, .

1975, 31, 674-685.

Eshel, Y., & Klein, Z. Deve]opment of academic se]f ~concept of ]ower-
class and middle-class primary school, children. Journal of
Educational Psycho]ogx, 1981, 73, 287- 293

Fowler, J Wey & Peterson, P.L. Inhcreasing read1ng pens1stence and a]ter~ .

ing attr1but1ona1 style of learned helpléss children. Journa] of
+ Educational Psychology, 1981, 73, 251-260.

Fr1eze, I.F. Belijefs about success and failure 1n the classroom. In
J.H. McMillan (Ed.). The social psychology of school learning. NY:
Academic Press, 1980.

.Frieze, I.H., & Snyder, H.D. Children's beliefs about the causes of
©osuccess and failure. in school settings, Journal of Educational

Psychology, 1980, 72, 186-196. K

Fyans, L.J., Jr. (Ed.). Achievement motivation: Recent trends in theory
and research., NY: Plenum Press, T1980. - i 2
— .

‘Harari, 0\ & Covington, M.V. Reactions to .achievement behavior from a
teacher and student perspective: A developmental analysis. American

g . ‘Educat1ona1 Research Journal, 1981, 18, 15-28. .
\) , . A




30

\

-

Hartér, S. Effectance motivatioﬁ reconsidered: Toward-a developmental
model. Human Development, 1978, 21, 34-64.

~Johnson, D.S. Naturally acquired learned helplessness: The relationship
of school failure to achievement behavior, attributions, and self-
concept. Journal of Educational Psychology, 1981, 73, 174-180.

‘Jordan, T.J. $eﬂf—concepﬁs, motivatibn, and academic achievement of black
. adolescents. Journal of Educational Psychology, 1981, 73, 509-517.

Lacey, H.M. Control, perceived control, and the methodological role of
cognitive constructs. In L.C. Perlmuter and R.A. Monty (Eds.).
Choice and perceived control. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum
As§oc1ates, 1979, p. 5-16. . .

Lefcourt, H.M. Locus of control: Current trends in_theory and research.
Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, PubTishers, 1976.

Marjoribanks; K. Person-school environment correlates of children's
affective characteristics. Journal of Educational Psychology, 1980,
72, 583-591: ’

McClelland, D.C., Atkinson, J.W., Clark, R.A., & Lowell, E.L. The
achievement motive. NY: Appleton-Century-Crofts, Int., ]953.

Moos, R,H., & Trickett, €.J." Classroom Environment Scale Manual. Palo
Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists Press, 1974.

Nicholls, J.G. Development of perception. of own attainment and causal
attributions for success and failure in reading. Journal of Educa-
tional Psychology, 1979, 71, 94-99.

’

Perlmuter, L.C., & Monty, R.A. (éds.). Choice and perceived control.
Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 1979.

Rotter, J.B. Generalized éxpectangies.for internal vs. external control
of reinforcements. Psychological Monographs: General and Applied, -
1966, Whole No. 109. :

o

Savage, R.E., Perlmuter, L.C., & Monty, R.A. Effect of reduction in the
amount of choice and the perception of control on learning. In L.C.
PerImuter and R.A. Monty (Eds.). Choice and perceived eontrol.
Hillsdale, NJ:° Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 1979, p. 9T-T06.~

Schunk, D. Modeling and attributional ‘effects on children's
.achievement: A self-efficacy analysis. Jodrnal of Educational’
PSychology, 1981, 73, 93-105.

Seligman, M.E. He]g]essness. San Francisco: W.H. Freeman_ahd Co., 1975. "

Seligman, M.E.P., & Miller, S.M. The psychology of power: Concluding
comments. In L.C. Perlmuter and R.A. Monty (Eds.). Choice and
perceived control. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, .
1979, p. 347-370, i : . :

9

1



. ‘ o . ) 31 '
"Shavelson, K7J., Hubner, J.J., & Stanton, G.C.” Self-concept: Validation

of construct interpretations. Review of Educational Research, 1976,
46, 407-441.

a

Simon, J.G., & Feather, N.T. Causal attributions for success and failure
‘at un1vers1ty exam1nat1ons Journal of Educational Psychology, 1973,
64, 46-56.

Singer, R.N., & McCaughan, L.R. Motivational effects of attributions,
expectancy, and achievement motivation during the learning of a novel
- motor task. Journal of Moter Behavior, 1978, 10, 245-253.

Stipek, D.J. Children's perceptions of their own and their classmates'
ability. Journal of Educational Psychology, 1981, 73, 404-410.

Stipek, D.J., & Hoffman, J.M. Children's achievement-related expectancies
as a function of academic performance histories and sex. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 1980, 72, 861-865.

Stipek, 0.J., & ﬁeisz, J.R. Perceived personal control and academic
achievement. Review of Educational Research, 1981, 51, 101-137.

Thomas, J.W. Agency and achievement: Self-management and self-reward.
Review of Educationa] Research, 1980 50, 213-240.

Uguroglu, M. Ev & Walberg, H.J. Motivation and achievement: A .
] quant1tat1ve synthesis. American Educational Research Journal, 1979,
16, 375-389. \

Wewner, B. Achievement motivation and attribution theory. Morristown,
NJ: General Learning Press, 1974.

Weiner, B. A theory of motivation for some classroom experiences.
- Journal of Educational Psychology, 1979, 71, 3-25.

Weiner; B. The role of affect in rational (attributional) approaches to
human. motivation. Educational Researcher, 1980, 9, '4-11.

Weiner, B.;'Frieze, I.H., Kukla, A., Reed, L., Rest, S., & Rosenbaum,
R.M. Perceiving the causes of success and -failure. Morristown, NJ:
- General Learnifig- Press, 197T N .

Weiner, B., & Kukla, A. An attributional analysis of achievement . .
motivation. Journa] of Personality and Social Psychd]ogy, 1970,. 15,
1-20.

. HWhite, R.W. ‘Mot1vaf1on recons1dered' The concept of competence.
4 Psychological Rev1ew, 1959, 66 297-333.

White, R.W. Competence and the psychosexua] stages of deve]opment. In
M. Jones (Ed.). Nebraska symposium®on motivation. Lincoln:
University of Nebraska Press, 1960, 97-141.

a . Wilson, G.T. Perce1ved control and the theory and practice of behavior
. . therapy. In L.C. PPerimuter and R.A.. Monty (Eds.).. Choice and

S ?erceived control. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum AssocTates,
‘ EMC : 9/9, p. 175-189. . . = } '9
| EmmmEm o ' . vy ' .




